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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to establish perceptions 
of selected groups about the impact of Federal programs planning 
activities of State Education Agencies (SEAs) , OE administrators and 
SEA administrators, local school district administrators, and 
professors of educational administration in 18 States were mailed a 
31-item survey instrument. Results of the survey indicate that SEA 
planning is constrained by the late passage and funding of Federal 
programs as well as the SEA's own insufficient needs assessment, 
objective setting, and long-range planning. Variations existed when 
SEAs. were subgrouped according to size, geographical region, and 
elected versus appointed superintendents. (Author) 
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state Sduca-tion Agency Planning: 
Impact of Federally Funded Programs 



Mike M. liilstein 
Sim at Buffalo 



^Increasing federal activity in our str.te-oriented educational structure 
inevitably vyill lead to changinq O'^gcaizational pattijrns at the state level 
which may "dictate th?t nort z':i)X<i a^-p-.xcz"£:nt!i v.-ill have to revise their 
structures, their activities, an-'J their relationship with both Washington 
and local districts. There is growing evidence to support this state- 
ment, ^tlthough the federal share of educational financing has leveled off 
for the present at about 7 percent, 2 ^s Hirsch notes, it is in the federal 
government's "power to be a catalyst and bring about adjustments."-^ For 
example, large sums of itoney are reserved for the SEAs so that they can 
administer federally funded programs. In fiscal year 1969, all SEAs combined 
spent $262,417,195 for administrative activities while carriang out their 
responsibilities. Of this total, $107,641,800, or 41 percent, was federally 
sponsored. Thus, although the states receive only 7 percent of theii: total 
educational revenue from the federal government, the SEAs receive 41 percent 
of their operating revenues from this source. 

Purpose s Methodology 

An impact of this proportion, occurring in a relatively short time span, 
must cause some organizational repercussions within the SEAs, VJhat has been 
the impact of expanded federal input on the ability of SEAs to plan for 
education in the states? One way of answering this question would be to 
seek the views of persons who are most closely involved with federal programs 
and the SEAs. The present paper summarizes findings o£ an 18 state survey 
which used this approach. The survey attempted to establish perceptions of 
selected groups about (1) the djtipact of federally funded programs on plar-f.ng 
and plannmg-related activities of SEAs, and <2) the reactions of SEAs to 
their responsaiilities related to federally funded programs. A single 51- item 
survey instrument was mailed to those groups which might be expected to be 
knowledgeable about federal-state relations in education. On the basis of 
this criteria, the sampled populations included Office of Education adminis- 
trators, school district administrators, professors of educational adminis- 
tration, and SEA administrators (including federal program administrators as 
well as chief school officers and their direct assistants) . 

The U.S. Office of Education and eighteen states were included in the 
survey. Criteria for selection of the eighteen states included adequate 
representation of (1) geographical regions, (2) several SEA size groups and 
(3) elected and ^pointed SEA chief school officer states. Specifically, 
the sarapJ.o^l estates can gv^^upe^ fpxT th^oa *-hrc« imrpo^s^s. a.^ noted in Table I. 



TABLE I 



Typologies of the States 
Inc]uc!ocl in the Suar/ey 



SEA Personn el 

250 250- 
STATES or less 500 500-h 



ivlabama 

Arizona 142 . 1 

Colorado 203.2 

Conn. 

Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 97 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Minn. 



345.9 



332.8 



253 
311 



Nebr. 
N.J. 
Ohio 
Oregon 

S.C. 

Tenn. 
Texas 



154 



218 
238 



814 
1037 

981 



674 
624 



Geographical Location 

Mid- 
South East west West 



X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



293 
385 



631 



X 



X 
X 



Superintendent 



Elected Appointed 

X 
X 



X 
X 
X 

X 



X 
X 



X 

X 



X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
K 



Thus, through sample selection, the survey included six states from each 
of the SEA size groupings; nine states from each of the two SEA chief school 
officer selection formats; and a range of three to six states, from each of 
the geographical regions (based upon the writer's judgment). 

Respondents were selected through several procedures. SEA particip/ints 
included both high level administrators N = (90) and those who deal speci- 
fically with federally funded programs N = (90) . SEA chief school officers 
in each of the eighteen states were asked to fill out a questionnaire and to 
request four other high level SEA administrators to do the same. The Office 
of Education supplied lists of persons in the eighteen SEAs who are directly 
responsible for administering five specific federal programs ~ Title III of 
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, and Titles I, II, III and V of 
the Elementary aiid Secondary Education Act of 1965. By isolating specific 
federal programs it became possible to explore perceptual variations between 
SEA administrators of different federal p^rograms. Thus the survey included 
equal representation of SEA administrators who are directly resiDonsible.for 
administering federal programs and SEA administrators who are responsible for 
the overall direction of the SEAs' activities. Local school district adminis- 



trators v;ere identified by an Office of Education piiblished list. Five local 
school district chief school officers from districts V7hich enroll 10,000 or 
more students were chosen in each of -I-.Iig eighteen states (N = 83).* Professors 
of educational administration v;ei-e identifieci through aii unpublished listing 
of such personnel in U.S. universities. ?iv^, prr -ppssors of educational admin- 
istration were selected, with several exceptions, in each of the eighteen 
states (W = 84).^=^' Office of Education (OE) administrators were selected 
through lists provided by the Office of Education (N = 10) . These persons 
include those who have general high level responsibility in the Office of 
Education and those who have direct responsibility for relating to the SEAs 
concerning the five federal programs listed above. 

Actual response to the qviestionnaire ranged as fol.'ows: Local School 
District Administrators, 43 percent, Professors of Educational Administration, 
45 percent, SEA Administrc'.tors of Federal Programs, 56 perctnt. General SEA 
Administrators, 62 percent, 02 Administrators, 80 percent. Overall the returned 
and usable response received between questionnaire mailing in early January 1971 
and the cut-off date of February 12, 1971 was .3 percent. 

Responses were coded, key-punched and computer-programmed at the State 
University of New York at Buffalo. The Sata were prograimned according to the 
several respondent tetegories and sub-groupings noted in Table I. The report 
that fellows is a selective representation of survey findings. Major emphasis 
IS upon the extent to which the sampled groups agree or disagre on survey items 
that related to SEA planning and federal programs. 



■■Not all states surveyed have five school districts with 10,000 or more students 
in attendance. Idaho has tv7o, Nebraska, three, and Oregon and Rhode Island four. 
Thus, there were 83, rather than 90, school district administrators surveyed. 



-"Rr. c.- Isi=,nd was not represented on the source list bf professors of educational 
admiiasnration. Idaho had only four on this list - thus there were 84, rathe- 
than 90, professors of educational administration surveyed. 



n■IP0RTA^3CE OP FED3RAL AID FOR SEA PrA^TljII^ 



Several questions were po£;vid \-7hich atte.Tiptea to establish perceptions 
about the SEAs» general planning effort (Xabl- II), IntorGstinglV; the only 
positive enthusiasm for SEA planning efforts coneys fron local school district 
personnel. Professors and OE A(3iainistrators are far less convinced that the 
SEAs do a good job of planning for educational needs in the states. Host im- 
portant, the SEAS are not enthusiastic about their planning activities. Three 
of the four sampled groups, includinc- SEA administrators, are dissatisfied v;ith 
SEA planning, especially as this planning affects the establishment of state-wide 
educational objectives. 

Respondents were asked to describe the level vdthin the SEA at v^hich v?.ost 
A^^st planning takes place. Interestingly, school district administrators, 
the group that v/as most positive about SEA planning, was least Icnowledgeable 
about v;here pl&nning is carrieO Oii within SEAs. ^:ore than one-half of the 
school district adir.inistrators did not ans\\^ex this question. The majority of 
the professors (71%), SEA administrators (36^^), and OE administrators (lOO^d) 
3id respond (Table III) . 

Three of the ^our groups viewed the superintendent's office as the 
organizational lovel^where the least amount of planning is carri,ed on. Two 
groups viewed the divisions and tV7o viewed the individual program as the 
organizational level where most planning is carried on. Because effective: 
planning requires coordination across sub-systems, it would seem appropriate- 
that planning should be a vi'^al interest at the highest SI:a level. Yet most 
respondents did not feel that this is the case in the SEAs. In fact, SEA 
administrators and OS administrators, who are probably in the best positions 
to knov7, think that most planning takes place at the lowest organizational 
level — within individual programs. It is significant that SEA administrators 
felt this way. One SEA administrator noted that planning should be carried 
on at the highest level and individual "program directors should be involved 
in the. . .overall coordination of programs..." Another SEA administrator noted 
that fragmented planning activities should be centralized and procedures 
developed so that all staff members are involved in appropriate planning acti- 
vities." 

Thus generally there was a less than enthubxastic response concerning 
overall SEA planning efforts. 

The survey next probed for the impact of federally funded programs on 
the ability of SEAs to plan. All sampled groups agroed that federally funded 
programs do have a considerable impact (SEA administrators — 93-6, OE adminis- 
trators — 88%, school district administrators— 97"d, and professors — 79%). More 
important, the sampled groups felt that this impact is positive" (SEA personnel— 
83%, OE personnel — 63^6, school district personnel — 01%, and professors — 66% 
a<jrsed that the federal impact is positive) • 

The respondents felt that the SEAs do use the resources provided through 
federally funded programs to further SEA planning activities. As sho\m by the 
data in Table IV, all groups responded affirmatively to this item and the item 
about SEA use of federal programs to further state-level educational objectives. 



5. 



In siomruary, most sampled groups did not feel that the SEA is doing an 
adequate job of planning for educ^ition. At thG saiue time, all groups viewed 
federally funded programs as supportive cf SEA planning. Therefore, it is im- 
portant to explore perceptions aloout intricate iriccrgovemmental and intra-- 
organizational SEA relationship:; which h^.je resulted f-om federal involvement 
in the process of educational decision maJcing. 



TABLE II 
SEA Planning Efforts- 



ITEIi 



3EA Admin- ! OE Ti'imin- 

istrators j istrators 

I>J^102 M=3 

A D i JR I A D 



Comprehensive Planning 

is carried on by SEA I 54 46 

i 

The SEA has done a | 
good job of assessing? 
educational needs in i 
the state I 64 36 

I 

The SEA has set clearl 
priorities concerning! 
educational objectives 
to be pursued | 45 55 



School Dist.j Profs, of ^Vl. 
Administrators Administrators 



I^j A 



25 75 0 



N=36 
D m 



13 88 0 ! 70 28 



38 63 0 1 69 28 3 



67 34 



A 



D 



32 68 



50 50 



29 71 



♦.^Percentages may not always equal 100 percent due to rounding. A=AQree 
l^Disagree, WR=No Response. ' 



EKLC 



TThere Planning Activity is Carried 
on in the SZ?.s'>'' 



GKOUPS 


Superintendent ' s 
Office 
Host/Least 


Division 
Level 


Bureau 
Level 
Most/Least 


Individual 
Program 
Lev^l 
Most/L^ast 


SEA 

Ac3ininistrators 
N-102 


X 






X 


OE 

Administrators 


X 






X 


School Districts 
Administrators 
N-36 


X 


X 






Profs, of Ed'l. 
Administration 
N=38 




X 




X 



*Dxvxsxon was defined as higher in the organizational level than Bureau for 
purposes of the survey. "No responses" are not included. These ranged from 
a hxgh Of 67% "no responses for School District personnel to a lo;; of 13% 
"no response..." for Office of Educational personnll. 
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TABLE IV 



SEA Use of Federal Funds to Further 
Planning and Objective Setting 





SEA /:,cinin- 


OE Admin- 


School Dist. 


»■ "■ 1 

1 Profs • of Ed'l, 




istrators 


istrators 


Administrators 


I Administration 


ITEI-l 


N=^102 . : 


N=8 


t^36 


j 1^38 


A D NR ' 


'A D NR 


A D NR 


j A D NR 






% ^ % 




% % % 


The SEA uses Adminis- 










trative dollars made 










available through 










federally funded pro- 










grams to further its 










planning activities. 


86 13 2 


76 25 0 


89 3 8 


68 27 5 


The SEA use:3 federally 










funded programs to 










further state-level ! 










educational objectives, 

1 


.83 14 3 


100 0 0 


75 17 6 


74 18 8 

, 1 



* Percentages may not always equal I JO percent due- to rounding. A=Agree, 
D=Disagree, NR=No Response. 
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FEDERAL PROGRAIvlS AI'TD SXTHKIIU; CONSTR^VIIvTS 
OrZ SEA PLAirwIKG 



In this section description v;ill focus on the impact of federal pro- 
grams and several related environmental groups (i.e.r OE administrators, 
advisory coinrnittees , governors and state legislatures) as they facilitate 
and constrain SHA planning* Severn:, sub-cections are included: Key Issues 
in Federal Aid Legislation; OE Personnel and Procedures; Advisory Com- 
inittees; and Governors and Legislatures, 

j^Sy,-l£gHg-LJLq-j!pjg^^l A id Legislation 

There are several rr.ajor themes which appear recurringly in Congressional 
hearings and in meetings v^here professional educators express their views about 
federal aid: the themes are the timing of federal programs and the resources 
made available by federal programs for planning purposes- Responses to 
items in the survey related to these themes appear in Table v/ 

No groups feel that fiscal resources are adequate, but responses of SEA 
administrators and school district administrators come closest to being 
favorable, Federally funded programs have made it possible for these groups 
to carry on activities never before possible. They seem to recognize this 
fact in their response. At the same time, their mi>:ed reaction might indicate 
that they feel that the flurry of activity which accompanies federally funded 
programs is often unmanageable given the fiscal resource constraints for 
planning purposes. There is no such mixed reaction concerning late funding 
and the lacic of lead time which is so often associated with federal pro- 
grams. A resounding negative response v;as given these questions by all groups. 

These are questions which are being debated in Congress and the Office 
of Education at this time. Responses of the sampled populations verify the 
need for appropriate modifications in these funding procedures. Sufficient 
time and planning resources murt be made available if the programs devised 
are to meet intended purposes. As one SEA administrator noted, "State olan- 
ning is really contingent upon federal action. Uncertainty at the federal 
level injects so many variables into the situation as to maJce enthusiastic 
planning almost impossible." A school district administrator concluded 
that "Advance funding of federal programs is an absolute necessity for 
effective planning," 

It is interesting to note that SEA administrators responsible for two 
federally funded programs felt that there are sufficient dollars available 
for SEAs to plan and adiainister programs. Those concerned with SSEA II and 
ESEA III agreed (86% and 67% respectively) that there are sufficient funds. 
(ESEA II is a rather limited program related to school libraries while SSEA 
Ill's major purpose is to promote planning and innovative educational pro- 
grams . ) 

Another hotly debated issue concerning federally funded programs is the 
form such aid should take. Federal aid can vary from the present highly 
specific categorical programs within education; to general P.ld programs within 
education which permit the states to make priority educational decisions; to 
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Pl.-mnlTig Tiae and i'ia:\nln-.; "esontces 
Related to ^eiex&lly Fuad-d Progr n.Tis^ 





.1 IL . . 

SEA Admin- 


OE Adroin- 






istrfitcrs 


istrators 






X^-1C2 
















% % 


X % % 




Tnere are sufficient 








dollars attached to 








federally funded pro- 








3re:38 to enable the 








SEA to adequately 








plan for and sdsdLu- 








later these piogrecia. 


50 i 


25 75 0 




Lata fuadicg of fed- 








erally funded prograitis 








caugas the SSA mjor 








rilannlng pzoblecia 


88 13 0 


100 0 0 




Lead tima for new fed- 








eral progrfiioa Is 








adequate for the SEA 








to help local school 








districts it). georii:»3 








up for implementation. 


y 92 1 


0 ICO 0 


1 — 



School Dlstr 


Profs* of Ed'i, 


Arlraiaistrav.ors 


A diri n Is t r a t i o r.* 






A D l^V^ 


A D K*^ 


% % z 


Z /. % 


50 3 


31 66 3 



92 8 



11 91 



*?ercentaae8 zcoy not always equal 100 pr;rcent due to rouddins^ A-/,;ree, D-^Cisagree, 
KR«tJo Response. 
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Seneral aid progrsnia Hcro«5 fuuctj.^nal lii3es vhich give the states the videst 
decision-nahing povsr—i.e., to dcciia ifhich fu^^ctional areas stxauJi receive 
these resource.^. One concern lies virh the liupsicc that these different 
formats wuld have upon plancing^ As shcr^n in Table vl, tnere are iiiteresciiig 
and itnportant differences in the* vays the groi-T^s reppouJi^d to this cji^stlcn. 



TA3LE YI 

t*onns2 of Federal Aid: Iti:p::'.^r cu SEA PlannlcG 



, — . 

GROUPS 


Form of Federal Aid 
Host F:?ciUtatins 
Coucerriing S5A Planning 


. — . ^ 

\ form cf Teaaral Aid 
1 le.95t Ffr.il^ tacini;, 
\ Con csrnii>§ £?.A Pl^?nniri.c 


SEA 

Administrators 


General Aid Prcgrcas la 
Education 


Categorical Aid ProgrsM , 
in Educiition 


OE 

Administrators 
N-8 


Categorical Ail Progress 
in Educacion 


General Aid Prcgr^^rs iu 
Education 


School District 
Administrators 


General Aid Programs in 
EducaCiap 


Cate.^crical Aid Progranis 
in Education 


Profs, of Wl. 
Administration 
N-38 




Categorical Aid Prograraa 
in Education 



*^No clear direction Wu& noted anions Prc.e&.^or.^ for this respcnprs* 



The findiVnss repcrtf^d In Table VI reflect tbe debate which has raged 
between the ^states end Washinstcti over the past decade, Wasihlnrton baKcd 
administrators feel that federttl progranu^ ^liat be iiept highly %ccirAc to 
assure that the statea and the achool districts will plan and achirve stated 
objectivea. State and local sdJCiniatratore feel that their neeis ere i)nlque 
and that planning and achievenent cf objectives would beat: l>c met ^£ federal 
dollars were distributed without ''strings attached.'' As cue SKi^ t:;^^irJL5trato>: 
put it, '^highly categorical federal prograiDs, by their veiy nature, diacouragB 
planning at the state level since fe^fer options ere open for ccni^iaeration." 
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QE; Personnel and Pr ocedurea 

Once passed by Congr<rjss, there io much th^^c the OE can do to facilitate 
or hinder the accompliahmsnt of the oo:]e^ d to educaticmrtl legis- 
lation. Therefore., several items werr e /iurvey which relate to 
Office of Education Procedures* Tabl a.. responses to these itt^ms. 



TA2LE ViT 
Office of Education Procedures* 



i 

iTms 


SEA Admin- 
istrators 
N*102 
A P NR 


OE Admin- 
istrators 

; A D 

! 

^ - .. ... in 


School Diat. 
Admiaistratora 

N«36 
A D NR 


Profs, of Eci'L 
Administiatiop 

A D KR 




X % % 


\ % % % 


% % % 


% % % 


Guidelines for fed- 
erally funded prograTns 
are iisually helpful in 
planning for imple- 
mentation of these 
programs . 


89 9 1 


\ 
1 

! 

100 0 0 


72 22 6 


S2 i:) 0 


Office of Education 
personnel are helpful 
in assisting the SEA 
to plan for federal 
programs. 


81 18 2 


100 0 0 


56 2§ ly 


71 23 5 


Evaluation by tha Of-« 
fice of Education of 
SSA administratiotj of 
federally funded pro- 
grams has helped the 
SEA to plan better^ ^ 


63 32 6 


iOO 0 0 


64 22 15 


58 32 11 



^Percentages may not always equal 100 percent due to rciiadiag. A'-^'/i^ree, 
D^Disagree, NR«No Response. 
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All groups Celt the OE plays aa important fecilitatinfe role in SEA plan- 
ning. Federal guidelines were viewed as highly useful and OE peraounel were 
perceived as important hiinran resov^ces f:-^ .SI£A planning e.nd evaluation of 
federal programs. Especially iusporcant t/.?. fact tnat SEA adninistratora 
viewed OE guideUnep and pereon^si a.-3 Ijjiport^int posii,ive elemouts in the plan- 
ning process.* There seeros to te a high level of :.cccpt:ajar.e within the SEAs 
for OE guidance. Tills ia a poaelbillty ^i-lacJi might be xplored to further 
Improve SEA planning. If OE personnel are helpful to the SEAs in their 
planning efforts, perhaps this resource ought to be mote fully exploited. 
It would require relatively few nev: federal dollars to increase and upgrade the 
OE manpower pool for this purpose. 

SEA administrators responsible for specific federal prcgrams respond^ 
ed even more strongly in. the affirmative than other SEA adMnistrators regard-- 
ing OE personnel. In fact, all SEA federal program administrators viewed 
federal guidelines ns helpful for SEA pl^^nning. On the other hand, ther^^ 
was less agreement by several SEA federal program adiainistrfitor sub-~groupe 
concerning- OE evaluation than there was among general SEA adfftlnistratora . 
Specifically, those SEA administrators iissociated with ESEA 11 j III, and V ware 
least p^5sitive about OE evaluation procodurs^s (they agreed with thia stata- 
xuent by only 43%* 44% and 50% reapectiveiy) • 



Advisory Cotroiittee^ 

SEAs have been encouraged to use advisory committees in their planning 
and administration of federally funded programs* It is assumed that advisory 
committees a remold froia tha daily chores of adidnistr ation, can help the 
SEAs to orgf^uJ.ss their activities. In other wordm, advisory c^mridttees should 
provide the. SEAs xfith an "alter-ego»" h checking icechaivisiii which can help to 
improve SEA planning activitie-s. Two survey items relating to advisory 
comralttees are reocrted in Table VIII, 

Advisory coiamittees which are used, but not requiredj for federal progratas 
as opposed to those that are required were viewed as more valuable for plan- 
ning purposes* This V7as especially true of 02 sr<S S?A adndnicitrato^rs. One 
possible explanation for this response is that SEA initiated a^ivieory coniai- 
ittees would tend more to be a reflection of the nsedo of the states than wotild 
advisory conanlttees lyiandated by congress or the OE. 

OE reguistioDS require m advisory cosnElttee to be established for ESEA I 
state programs, SSA aduainistratora of ESEA I prograos disagree strongly that 
these coOTiltcaes are valuable additions for planning purposes (07% disagree) . 
RegardiTig the use of advisoty caa»aittees that are not required only 17 per cent 
of these same SEA adadlnistrators thought they would not l^e val\iable additions 
for planning* Experience with required advisory cousaitte.iiC k.'-3 left these 
SEA ad'iinistratora with a negative view of tuair impact on planrJ:ig. Still they 
feel that the advisory cotsmittee concept is Appropriate, if ^ipylied on a 
vclCTtary basis o 



*There were some strong disagreements however* For exaajple, nne SEA admin- 
istrator noted that guidelines "limit and it? aoi^ie cases chaiige the p?irpose of 
the legislation/* A professor felt that guidelines are pi'ton "some CE official's 
views of what the law should have bften~consaquently -larity is lost.** 
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Advisory Committeea and "e^^ernlly Fundoci rxogr^ras^ 



SEA advisory cotuiait*-' 
tees required for 
federal programs are 
valuable additions 
for better progran 

pl£U11liug« 



SEA advisory commit- 
tees (U sed (but not 
required) for federal 



programs are valuable 
additions for better 
prograxa planning. 



*Per cent ages aay not 
NB.«No Response. 



SEA Adm-r 
istratoi. 

N«102 
A D NR 



61 37 3 



81 ly 3 



Admin- 
^tratora 

A D im 



% % X 



51 51 0 



88 13 0 



School Dist. 
AdmlniatratorB 

N«36 
A D m 



% % 



61 33 



69 22 8 



Profs, of Ed'i- 

Admlnictr&tion 
N=38 
A D NR 



% % % 



68 29 3 



I 68 29 3 
1 



always equal 100 percent due to rounding , A'=;^giree, D^Disagiee, 



Governors and State Leg ialatu^ea 

Indirectly related to federal programs admini£<::ration in the SEAs, is 
the extent to which the sovernors' offices and the stats legislatoires faci- 
litate SEA efforts to pursue conspreheasive cducatiomil planning. Responses 
to questions in this area indicate that the swemors and state legislatures 
are perceived aa less than facilitating of the SEAs efforts to plan for education. 
It seems that the ctatea could do i^ach to iDiprove SEA planning pot^tntiala by 
addressing themselves to their own intergoveTitmcnr:al 8hortcoir>in^.'5, With sucl>. 
iBqsroved relationships SEAs would probably be in a better posiiixou to use 
federally funded programa for planning purposes. 



SEA INITIATED PLANHIKG ACTIVITIES KELA'/^.D ID FiiDSBAL ?T.OQTiAS^ 



Thio section will focus on the ability of the 3EAfi> aa perceived by the 
sampled populations, to use federally funded programs to meet the unique needs 
O their particular states. Several aub^sections are included: SEAs* 
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InJ.tiation of Activities with CcngrebS end G£.; SEA Organization for Achnlnistra- 
tion of Federal Programs; SEA U??c 0/ Eovi5:on'^'3ntal Croupo for Flanning; SEA- 
Schcoi District Relations and Fedcr^illy Fund-c-'d PTOgrcms, 



SEA Initiation of A^ctivitlcs with Congress and th e OE 

There are several ways in which the SEAs can influence federally funded 
programs. First, they cr hhy in Congress and the ' zecutlve agencies to 
influence the of the eoablir^s l^,gi elation. Second, tho.y can 

influence rule. ....ch educational legislation by helping the OE to. 

develop regulations and guidelines. This can be done when relationships con- 
cerning new programa are being fashioned or as regulations and guidelines to 
existing ptcganns are modified to tneet changing needs. If successful^ this 
tactic assures the SEAs that "appropriate" regulations and guidelines will be 
developed. Tl\ird, SEA-9 can volunteer personnel to sit on OE review committieea 
which evaluate school disti:ict and SEA federal progrssm perfonr.ance* Ficaliy, 
the SEAs can innovate in their adtolnlatrEtion of federal progrcuas, Gcttir.g 
positive precedents which later teay be adopted by the OE in regulation and 
guideline roodificaticns. The sav^^pJed groups were asked the extent to which 
they thought the SEAs ccrry on these four activities (Tabic L^). 

Two findings are particularly intorecting. First, all s.^rtplcd j^oupn 
perceived the SEA as more influential in their reictions with the OS thfm in 
their relations with the Congress, Second, S5A administrctors ere least 
positive of all groups about their ovm cJemonstr^ited ability to influence 
Congress and the OE concerning planning for federally funded programs , It 
is especially intetresting to note that f>EA administrators o£ federal pTograms 
are most in disagreement about SEAs developing innovations which ar&. Lster 
adopted in regulations and guidelinec as official policy by the OE. 

In summary t the SEAs' impact in Waahiugtoa ±b perceived as limited to 
the OE and there is lauch diaagreeaient as to the extent of this impact. One 
SEA administrator felt that "SEAs* in concert, should 6er\'e sj^ a review 
council to the major policy decisions of the OS." Uespondentfi clearly 
felt that the SEAs could do more to «ei£e the initiative in xheix relations 
with the federal gcvenunent. One professor auaimecl the eituaticn up by 
saying the SE^js will have to "be aggraflsive in pro-planning end sufficiently 
'pushy' with USOE to get this Incorporated into their thinking a" 



SEA OrRanlg etion fo r Ad\?ilnUtr;>tion o f Federal Prog recifi 

Once debate is finished, a law is passed, and regulations /and guidelines 
are developed, there are still ways? in v7hicb. the SEAs can modify the isipact 
of federal prograiiis. One critical consideration is the x^^ay lu wulch the SSAs 
organize for administration of federal programs. Re&pondents tcr-re asked their 
perception of several SEA administrative procesaes relative to rerlf.rally 
funded programs (Table X). 
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TABLli IX 

ifeans by Which SEAs Influenoa Plaiir.ing 
for Fedor:ji,ly Funded Proi^rawa*^ 



ITEM 


■- -, .1u 

SEA Adain- 
istrators 
N-L02 
D NR 


OE Admin- 
is tratora 

A » NR 


School Dlst. 
AdininlfstraLors 
M«35 
A D NR 


Profs, of 
Ed'l. Admlp. 

A I) K?. 


The SEA influence?; planning 
for federally funded prograias 
by: 


% % % 


% % % 


% :? % 


Z % X 


a. lobbying in Congress and 
in the executive offices 
before policy is formal- 
ized as legislation 


37 59 it 


75 25 0 


61 31 8 


40 53 8 


b. helping to shape federal 
regulations and guide- 
lines 


55 43 2 


8S 13 0 


70 19 11 


50 43 8 


c. sitting on Office of 
Education review com-- 
tnlttees 


45 48 7 


75 25 0 


70 8 22 


64 29 8 


d. developing innovatior 

in the administration 
of federally funded 
programs which are 
later adoptv^.d as of- 
ficial policy by the 
Office of Education 


48 39 0 


63 38 0 : 


58 31 U 


37 55 6 



*Percen Cages may not always equal 100 percent due to rouading. A«Agree, D=Bisaeras, 
tJS^JIo Response, 
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TABI-Ii: 1 



SEA Adcilnlstrative Practices 
Related to FcderalJ-y F-.tiided 5 t:0r;,Tmr\* 



ITEH 


I 

SEA Aditiin- 
latrators 

N«102 
A D NR 


OE Admin- 
istrators 

N=8 
A D' KS. 


School Dist. 
Ad'-niuis tracers 
N=36 
A D NR 


Profa cf EJ'l. i 
AdsiLnisttAtlon 

A D im 




X % % ' 


% % % 


% % % 


«^ ^ i 


Usually fedsrally 
funded programs ara 
adffilula tared 2it a aux- 
flciently high level 
within the SEA so 
that i^lanriir*^ Is 
po*5?5lble across ?:iajor 
unit Hues. 


60 40 0 


38 63 0 


45 47 6 


. j 
I 

35 60 5 

f 


Tiie SEA does a good 
job of Gowdinating 
th2 different ted^x-- 
ally funded programs. 


50 48 2 


25 75 0 


67 3i 0 


45 53 3 


The SEA dees a good 
jcb of coordinating 
federally funded pro- 
gr^jas with state 
funded progrnna* 


65 33 2 


38 63 0 

. 


72 25 3 

, ■ 1 - ... PI... -.. 1 


A2 56 3 



'■'Percentages may not always aqual ICO percent due to rountUns. A=f Agree, 0=Diaa8res, 
KR^Ho Response. 
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The only group which felt than SSAs adoiiniater federal prograjna at a 
sufficiently high organizational hiwel so ^o permit planning across major 
'•Pit lines were SEA adniniiJtiators , Evr.n wlihin thia group, which is act- 
ively engaged in organizational decisions conc.f;rning federal programs, theire 
were many respondents who disagreed v?ith this stateineiit. Those SEA personnel re- 
sponsible for administration of ESEA I vare rao3t posiiiive in their response 
to this question (84% agreed). The magnitude of this federal program has 
caused many SEAs to give it high admluiatrstive status. Possibly ihi-j 
accounts for the positive response of SEA admlnistratoii responsih .a 

There was leso SEA adaiinistrator agreement with the atateuient thut 
SEAs do a good job of coordinating the different federally funded prograras. 
Those SEA administrators who administer ESEA II and V were least in agree-* 
ment with the statement (29% and 25% agresTuent respectively) that SEAs 
coordinate federal and state prograafis for planning purposes. Neither th:- 
professors nor the OE administrators agreed that the SEAs have done a gooo 
job of organizing and coordinating on any of the three iteins posed in Table X. 

In defense of the SEAs, it Must be remerobered that the increase in fed- 
eral programs during the 1960*6 has created enormous orgauizational problems 
for the SEAs, Many SSAs have more than doubled their perisonnel and operat- 
ing budgets since these programs, were initiated. It would be naive to assume 
that organizational adjustments of this magnitude would be smooth • The 
fact remains, however » that the SEAs are still not perceived as adequately 
meeting this organizAticnal challenge. 



SEA Use of Envlroninental Gr ou ps for Planning 

There is mud\ expertise available to help SEAs plan for federally funded 
programs. Hot all of this expertise resides within the SEAs. There are many 
knowledgeable persons from the SEAs* envirot>Jucnt who can be called upon for 
guidance. Some^ such as school district peraonnel, hcva traditionally been 
used by SEAs for highly specific tasks cuch rjs curricuiua development. 
Others, such as manageiaent consultant firms, have not bcten mied frequently 
in the past. Several items were posed in the suxr/ey regarding four en- 
vironmental groups which might be used by SEAs as they gear up to plan for 
federally funded programs (Table XI), 

There was little agreement that the SEAs make adequate use of manage- 
ment consultant firms* Yet x^ere they have been retained there are indica- 
tions that, properly employed, these fir?ns ca::i do toucIi to enhance SEA plan- 
ning. Interestingly, professora agreed that SEAs do use university ex- 
perts for planning purposes. There was significant disagrcernant between 
school difiJtrict admi.nistrators and SEA adciinistratora on tht extet).t to 
which school district personnel are used to help SLAe plan for federal pro- 
grams. SEA adainistratora were more certain of the "gnod use" of sciiool dis- 
trict personnel than were the school district adrdnistratorn • '^liis percep- 
tual gap is iinportant and one which is well vithin the c^?pacity of the SEAg 
to modify. As one school district administrator noted, ^^planulng should be 
done more thoroughly with local school districts before goal-? sre set.../' 
Finally, OE and SEA persoimel both felt that there is good SCA v^e of CE 
personnel to help SEAs plan for federally funded programs. 
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TA2\£ XI 

SEA Use of FuvirouTicntal G~ouj;6 
to Formulate Pline f.or: Fi^isr ,.Lly ccr.i:i<;d Prograiti** 



f ■ 

1 

ITEM 




i 

SEA Admin- 
istrators 

K«102 
A D ''ili 


tstrstot^ 

:i D JR 


School cut. 
Administrators 

N-36 
A D Kll 


-T 

Frofa. of Ed'l.j 
Adrci.nistratlon 

A D KR 


To help fomiulace 
plans for the adudin- 
istratf.on of f^tlci'sil 
programs, the Sl'^A 
makes good U3e cf; 




X Z 




A /a 


% % % 


a. manGigement con- 
sultant fILxm 


39 57 4 


' 5G 5:0 0 


2L 56 17 


23 73 3 


b. experts froni 
universities 


57 41 2 


51 50 0 


58 23 17 


58 35 3 


c. local school c;/.s- 
trict personnel 


83 17 1 


63 38 0 


58 31 11 


69 27 5 


d. Office of Educa- 
tioTi personnel 


72 25 4 


76 25 0 


56 22 22 


1 

56 li 



^Percentages^ may ^^ot always equal iOO perci-nt ciuc zc rounding, A«=A3ree, 
D=»Dis agree, NR==Nd Rasponce. 



In sissnary, the SE:as ftre perceived as ^^aploylng the jt^ore traditional 
isources of environmeiitsl resources — schocl dictrict peracairiel (except for the 
Important disagreesncut batoeen SSA adrainlstratora and sch<ocl Kchainistrators) , 
OE personnel and university experts, but axv. not perceix"ed rtr.kiii^ good use 
of a less traditional i::nvircDiental resource — manageEa'?nt ccnsultant fir.v.:s. 



SEA'^-School District I^alationQ and '^^de r^2l)j^_Funded_Pro6; rams 

In many states tute introduction of' the federally fundeo progrnir.s of the 
past decade have revolutionized -el'^^ionshiv^s rbetw^f:n SEAs c^nd school districts. 
Before this vtvav mmy SEAs had miriiii. ua contcijCL wit", the sdi -ol d-iswiricts . In 
only a few ^TistaLnce.^ were SEAs x^epmaible :for the: adm£ni5 tr^tion of v-ate- 
goriucal stc: i ecs-ucatit^nal prograjvi, itate aid. raoat of tan vas (and still is) 
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packageL. as general per-pupil aid. Thus, SBAs were preoccupied with recjulatory 
activities focusing on the auditing -^f i;./ ^1 'district records (e.g., budgets, 
pupil attendance and IhuiLc'ing code stjorrif _ atioiis) . The federal programs 
0^ tile late 1950 »s and the 1960 's thruot the SEAs into a nov? leadership and 
planning role, focusing on the cooperative development of categorical educa- 
tional programs v/ith school districts. 

One alternative \:as for the SEAs to choose minimal (regulatory) involve- 
ment arssuring the OE that minimum standards v;ould be complied v/ith by the 
school districts. Another alternative was for the SEAs to use fodorally funded 
programs to encourage new educational approaches (leadership) in the school 
districts. A^ccorcling to the respondents in the present survey the SEAs have 
chosen the latter alternative. All groups felt that the SEAs encourage the 
school districts -co use federally supported programs to develop innovative 
educational concc^pts (SEA personnel — 96%, OE personnel — 88%, school distrl'-Jt 
personnel — 9^-^, and professors — 79^ agreed with this statement). The survey 
included several other items centering on such SEA initiated activities. The 
rossponses to these items are' reported in TaJDle ^ 

Responses to the first two items in Table XII indicate that SEA-school 
district planning conferences are helpful to local school districts in Planning 
for federal program administration but are not held as frequently as they might 
be. School district administrators v:ere only slightly in agreement that there 
were enough sucih conferences, but more than three-quarters of these respond- 
ents felt that such conferences, are helpful for planning purposes . Even SEA 
administrators felt that there should be more such planning conferences. In 
short, boith groups clearly desire to increase the number of SEA^school district 
planning conferences. 

Interestingly, there was substantial agreement by SEA and school district 
administrators concerning the effectiveness of SEA communications vdth school 
districts. In short, school districts, are in agreement that the SEA have 
developed effective approaches to keep them informed about: (1) the status of 
their proposals for federally funded programs; (2) nev; federal programs; and 
(3) changes in federal programs. 

RESPONSE VARIATIONS BASED ON SELECTED 
SAI^PLE POPULATION SUB-GROUPINGS 

The eighteen states surveyed were chosen on the basis of three criteria: 
selection process of the chief jrchool officer (appointed/elected); SEA size; 
and SEAs by geographical regions. There are some interesting variations among 
the states when regrouped according to these three criteria. This section of 
the report will summarize these variations. 

Appointed and Elected SEA Chief School Office rs 

Mo.st differences in perception of the sannled populations from the two chief 
schoolL officer selection fc»rmats did not consv:ltute a consistent or sufficient 
trend. In most instances perceptual differences were within a 10 percent range. 
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TABU; XII 

SEA Inlristed Plr.vnlr-g osA CcTruit-ioaclcnvR Act.- vicios 
With School DistricCfi Relccen uo fv.'...'.: ..dly Fsindccl ?i-.>gxsmc/-' 





SEA Admln- 


OE 


Adain- 


Scliool Dlst- 


Profs 


of Ed'l. 




istr^itcrs 


isr.rator& 


Adtuinlst rotors 


Adminii; t r at* i <?n 


ITEMS 




Nn"102 






N»36 


> 




A 
** 


D NR 


A 


D KR 


A D NZi 


A 






z 


% % 


t 


% % 


% % % 




X % 


The SEA holds a sufficient 
















nuniber of planning conter- 
















encc.Q wi -h local school 
















\ii<5 tlt*ict*fc» ontiPPTirf n<y ni*^T 
















and amended federal pro- 
















grams. 


72 


29 0 


38 


63 0 


55 ^2 3 


32 


66 3 


These planning conferences 
















are helpful to local ochool 
















districts in th^iY ni,'?'^nintf 
















for federal program adsJln-* 
















isurfifion* 


94 


7 0 


8S 


0 13 




63 




The SEA maintains effo.c- 
















t'Xvc. conuTiuaicationo with 
















local ochool diotricts 
















ccnceralng : 
















a. feetiback on the status 
















of local dcliool dis- 
















trict proposals for 
















f^iderally funded pro- 
















grams 


86 


15 0 


63 


38 0 


75 25 0 


51 


45 5 


b, new federal programs 


81 


19 0 


75 


25 0 


69 31 0 


50 


45 5 


c. changes in legislation, 
















guidelines and regula- 
















tions concerning federal- 
















ly fmided program 


S5 


16 0 


63 


38 C 


72 31 0 


58 


40 3 



^Percentages may not always equal 100 percent dua to roundittg. A«A^ree, D-Disagree, 
KR*No Response. 
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There v;ere, however^ sevcrr.l items v;hich elicited divergent responsos, 
indicating some important variatic^ns in percer'^ions baced upon v/hether chief 
school officers are appointed or elected. Por example, the state legislature 
was viewed less negatively a.'s it f aciliiip.ces comprehensive SEA planning in 
states in which the chief school officer is olocted than in states v;hcre 
the chief school officer is appointed. In states where the SEA chief school 
officer is elected, 15 percent of the professors, 56 percent of the school 
district administrators, and 48 percent of the SEA administrators felt that 
the state legislature plays a facilit;=»ting role in SEA planning. In the states 
V7here the SEA chief .school officer is appointed, 11 percent of the professors, 
40 percent of the school district administrators and 30 percent of the SEA 
administrators agreed with this statement. Possibly where he is elected, the 
chief school officer is vie'-e<l by the state legislature as more responsive to 
the electorate cuid the legis. ..ture. 

Several survey items found the sampled populations more positive about 
planning activities carried on in SEAs led by elected chief school officers 
than in SEAs led by appointed chief school officers. Generally, respondent 
groups from states v/ith elected chief school officers were more positive 
concerning SEA comprehensive plcmning, assessment of educational needs, setting 
of priorities in education objectives and coordination of federal programs than 
were respondents from states v/ith appointed SEA chief school officers, r^ore- 
over, SEA administrators, the group closest to such planning and coordination 
efforts, were mos^; at variance in their responses to these items. SEA admin- 
istrators from states v/ith elected chief school officers v/ere consistently more 
positive about the planning and coordination activities of their SEAs than v/ere 
SEA administrators from states with appointed chief school officers. The only 
sampled group which tended to feel that SEA planning is more successful in the 
states in which the SEA chief school officer is appointed v/ere professors of 
educational administration. Even within this respondent group there was no^ 
extensive differentiation concerning the two SEA Chief School officer selection 
types. 



A large perceptual variation exists concerning use of several environ- 
mental groups to help the SEAs plan between school district administrators 
and SEA administrators in the st?^tes v;hcre the chief school officer is 
appointed. Sixty-nine percent of the school district administrators and 
81 percent of the SEA adminiuitrators in the elected chief school officer 
states felt that their SEA makes good use of school district personnel to 
help formulate plans for administration of federal programs. 

In states where the chief school officer is appointed, 50 percent of the 
school district administrators and 84 percent of the SEA administrators agreed 
with this statement. Thus there v/as a 12 percent variation among the groups 
in the states where the chief school officer is elected while th.-^re was a 34 
percent variation between them in the states where th'D SEA chief school officer 
is appointed. A similar response v/as elicited concerning the v.£Ct of OE personnel 
to help formulate plans for administration of federal programs. In this case 
the variation was 3 percent between school district administrators and SEA 
administrators in states where the chief school officer is elected and 30 
percent betv/een school district administrators and SEA administrators in states 
where the chief. school officer is appointed. 
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In suiTimary, in several inncances thorG wan loss positive perception 
concerning the SEA planning process in st.it-os \vhere the chief school officer 
is appointed thcin in states v;here the chief school officer is elected. In 
addition, thG>:e were several perceptual gnps between rj^hool district admin- 
istrators and SEA administrators in states v:hore the chief school officer is 
appointed. However, it shouJ.d be remeiuberod that for most items in the survey/ 
there was little variation in perception between the tv;o chief school officer 
selection formats- Thn?=^ it would be inappropriate to make sweeping con- 
clusions from the few items which did indicate differ'ences."^' At the same 
time, these responses might indicate that the qie stion of the effect of 
chief school officer selection procedure on SEA planning should be pursued 
in future studies. 

Sise o f the SEAs 

Respondent groups were regrouped on the basis oi: SEA size. There were 
six states in each of the categories depicted c Because the sainpled popu- 
lations have been regrouped into three categories, the small number of res- 
pondents, in several instances, makes it difficult to rake reliable com- 
parisons. The professor and local school administrator respondent groups 
were especially small. Therefore, the summary which follows should be 
viewed as tentative. Only the SEA administrators in each size groups are 
sufficient in numbers for reliable comparison. 

SEAs V7ith Less Than 250 Personne l. School district administrators in 
states with less than 250 SEA personnel were most positive about the effective- 
ness of SEA Communications with the school districts concerning the status of 
federal program proposals (82% of this group agreed with the statement as 
compared to 78-6 of school district administrators in states with 250-500 SEA 
personnel and 69^'6 of school district administrators in states with 500 or 
more SEA personnel). Though not a large variation, it is interesting to 
note that the smaller SBAs, v/ith fewer personnel available, are perceived 
as most effective in their communications with school districts while the 
largest SEAs, with most personnel availcible, are viev/ed as least effective. 

There was a similar small-large SEA relationship concerning advisory 
committees. One possible e::planation for this trend is that as SEAs grow 
larger, they may have more e^rpertise available x-fithin and feel less need 
for outside advisory groups. 



*There were some directed comment:"^ by respondents which contrast i;5.th the 
overall positive perceptions of planning in SEAs with elected chief school 
officers. For example, one professor felt that his state "needs an SEA 
without a political, elected head." Another felt that the e?ect.-.d super- 
intendent was "using federal funds to publicize himself tu^der the guise of 
administration of the funds." 
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SEA s with 250-50 0 Personnel > The midcIxo-r.i2ed SEAs, according to SEA 
administrator responses, do the best job of cocirs^inating planning ar:tivities. 
For example, administrators in S2As with 250-500 personnel are most posif^ve 
that their SEAs plan for federal programs at levels v;i.:-hin th3 organization 
which are sufficiently high so as to permit planning across major unit lines 
(77% of this group agreed as compared to 136% iu coates with less than 250 SEA 
versonnel and <-'>6% in states with more than 500 SEA personnel) . 

School district personnel in these states were most aware of the locus 
of planning activity in their SEAs (78^^ knew in these states as compared to 
55^ in states with less than 250 SEA personnel and 31% in statcc with more 
than 500 SEA personnel). This response, linked with the x-esponse of the SEA 
administrators concerning the level of administration of federal programs, 
might indicate that the 250-500 personnel SEAs are in a better position to 
plan than are the smaller and larger SEAs. They are large enough to assure 
availability of e:cpertiS3, yet small enough to be manageably dealt with 
by district adininistrato::s and others. 

S EAs with More than 500 Pers onnel. Other survey responses indicate that 
the large SEAs have several planning advantages. For e^cample, professors in 
the 500 or more SEA personnel states wero most positive about SEA use of 
federal program dollars to further planning activities (82% in this group 
as compared to 69% in states with 250-500 SEA personnel and 55% in states 
with less than 250 SEA personnel) . Similarly, SEA personnel in the largest 
SEAs were most positive about their assessment of educational needs (71% 
in this group c^.s compared to 65% in states with 250-500 SEA por::onnel and 
57% in states with loss than 250 SEA- personnel felt their SEAs assessed 
educational needs) . 

In summary, there v;ere several survey items which indicate that less 
than 250 personnel SEAs are perceived as most communicative, 250-500 personnel 
SEAs are perceived as most aware of their planning processes and 500 or more 
personnel SEAs are perceived as most able to carry out ccmpXex planning 
activities. However, because of the limited size of the sub-gjoupod sample 
populations, it would be erroneous to make more than tentative statements 
concerning SEA size as it affects SEA planning. 

SEAs by Geogr.-^'.pMcal Region 

Respondents were regrouped on the basis of geographical representation. 
There were four Western states, five iMidwestern states, six Southern states, 
and three Eastern states (vnriter's judgment). Because the sampled populations 
were regrouped into four categories there was a major problem for analysis. 
In both the professor ?Jnd school district administrator groups, th^. numbers 
were too small for meaningful analysis. Therefore, the discussion will focus 
entirely upon SEA administrators, the one category wh^.ch appears large enough 
in number of responderits to permit reliable coxoarisons. 
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Several regional variations emerged in the analysis. Consistently SEA 
administrators from Eastern states tended to bi lefist positive about the impact 
of federally f-oided prograins on SEA planning activities. For e>:ar pie, only 
65 percent of the Eastern SEA adrainistrcitors thought the federal impact on SEA 
planning is positive, compared to the next lowest regionc:.?- SEA r.-lministrator 
group's 91 percent. Only 35 percent of the EG£;te:m SEA administrators felt 
that evaluation by OE personnel helps SEAs plan better , compared to the next 
lowest regional SEA administrator group's 60 percent. 

The Easten-) SEA a<ininistrators also ranked their own planning efforts 
the lowest. For example, they consistently ranked their SEAs about 20 per- 
cent below the next lowest regional SEA administrators concerning SEA use 
of environmental groups to help the SEAs plan for the administration of 
federal programs. They ranked their SEAs similarly low concerning SEA use 
of federally funded programs to further state-level educational objectives. 
Finally, they ranked their SEAs a full 30 percentage points lower than the 
next lowest regional SEA administrators concerni'iQ the setting of clear 
educational priority objectives. 

A second pattern that emerged is the relatively high ranks v/hich SEA 
administrators from the V/estem and Southern regions gave their SEAs con- 
cerning plcinning, coordination of federal programs and use of anvironmental 
experts. The Western (11^6 agree) and Southern (60% agree) state administrators 
rank themselves better as comprehensive planners than do Midwest (36% agree) 
and Eastern state (35% agree) SEA administrators. Similarly, Western and 
Southern region SEA administrators believed that they do a good job of co- 
ordinating federal programs more than did SEA administrate:'^ from the Midwest 
and Eastern regions (West-545S, South-69^, Midwest-32%, and East-29% responded 
positively) . The same pattern emerged concerning the use of management consul- 
tants to develop plans for. federal programs (West-50%^ South --46%, Hidwest-27%, 
East-24% SEA administrators agreed that their SEAs made good use of these 
groups) . 

A third pattern V7hich emerged is the variati,ons in perceptions of SEA 
administrators from the Southern regions and the other three regions con- 
cerning SEA planning and the governors and state legislatures. SEA adminis- 
trators from the other regions were far less in agreement than were SEA adminis- 
trators from the Southern region concerning the facilitating role of the 
governor and state legislature: 

Item - Governor as facilitating of planning in SEA (VTest-21%, Midwest-36%, 
South-54% and East-35% SEA administrator agreement) 

Item - State Legislature as facilitating of planning in the SEA (West-25%, 
Midwest-46%, South-60% and East-i2% SEA administrator agreement) 

It is reasonable to conclude that relationships between SEAs on the one 
hand and governors and state legislatures on the other hand nay vary by geo- 
graphical regions. 
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Fii:ally, SEA administrators from the West and Midwest regions felt more 
positive concerning the use of advisory commit'-.oes for federal programs than 
did SEA administrators from the Soiith and Ease. Sixty-eight percent and 
86 percent of the SEA administrators from the VJest ana Midv7est regions 
respectively, felt that required advisory committees are valuable additions 
to better program planning, as compared tr> 46 percent of the SEA administra- 
tors from the Southern region and 47 percent of the SEA administrators from 
the Easteam region, A similar regional variation emerged for advisory com- 
mittees which cire not required. (West-89%, Midwest-91%, South-74%, and 
East 65% of SEA administrators agreed with this statement.) 

In siammairy, there are several survey item variations based upon geo- 
graphical regions. Eastern SEA administrators tended to be least optimistic 
about OE and SEA planning activities. Western anu Southern SEA administrators 
tended to be most positive especially about their own planning activities- 
Southern SEA administrators are most positive about the governor and state 
legislature as facilitating SEA planning. V/est and Midwest SEA administra- 
tors appear to he more accepting of outside advisement groups than are SEA 
administrators from the South and East. It should be remembered, however, 
that the other ihree respondent gao ups included in the overall sxirvey could 
not be used to check the SEA administrator responses because of limitations 
ir sample sizes when they were siab-grouped by regions. 



SUMt'IARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The challenge to the educational community created by the federally 
funded educational programs of the last decade has been great. Federally 
funded progrcmis constitute a small fraction of the resource inputs for 
education, but, because of their highly categorical nature, they have effected 
major reallignments v/ithin educational governing structures. SEAs in parti- 
cular have had tc make organizational adjustments- As noted earlier federal 
programs constitute approximately eight percent of resource inputs for states,, 
but federal funds provide support for over 50 percent of the personnel in 
many SEAs. As might be expected, this added major educational resource base 
has caused disruptions in the plemning activities of the SEAs. 

The findings of the study, however, indicate that modifications in 
Washington and in the SEAs could promote better planning for federally funded 
programs. Students of inter-governmental -"sducational relations have advocated 
many of these modifications for some time. The findings of the study provide 
support for these modifications; i.e. , responses of relevant groups indicate 
that the modifications suggested below could greatly improve the planning 
activities of SEAs. 

The Congress and the OB 

The recent interest shown by Congress in the need for long-range edu- 
cational planning (e.g., experimenting with program approval for more than 
£ single year and exploring the concept of "forward funding") is one important 
beginning point. It is too early to gauge the effects of these Congressional 
modifications, but responses to the present study indicate that these practices 
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should enhance better planning practices at all levels of educat:iot\al 
governance. Sufficient lead time to permit adrquate pre-plann^^j^g ^h^^^l^^- 
also be built into new federally funded programs. Such lead tWe is ^ital 
if the OE, the SEAs and the school districts are to bo expocte^3 to d^^elop 
appropriate administrative appro.:iches to new federally f uncled p^o<p^e^^. 

A further useful modification might be for Congress to e^rp^rMent with 
general aid programs. All respondent groups r except for OE adf^ivni^tJ^^tors, 
felt that general aid to education would assure that resources ^oUla be 
focused on the unique needs of each state. SEAs and school di^tricjt^ could 
apply these federal resources to educational objectives set at th^ s^^te 
level. The counter-argument is strong: the SEAs must first a^^e^^ e<5uc^tional 
needs and make the difficult decisions as to which education oMe^tiV^s 
should receive the highest priorities before general aid progr^^ 
legislated. There is not much evidence to indicate that the SJ2i\s ^uffi-" 
ciently assess educational needs and set education objectives. 

OE practices presently viewed as supportive of SEA planning, ^h<^^l^ be 
extended. For exaitrple, the OE might assign more personnel to in^ce ©n'^site 
visits to the SEAs to help therr. develop plans for the administJ^Atic^n Of 
federal programs. Federal guidelines which are presently perceiv^^ 
helpful for planning pvirposeo could be further improved. Bro^d^ni^^g the 
involvement of SEA personnel and school district administrators in ti^^ 
development of guidelines could make them even more effective. Wi^eJ^ SEA 
and school district involvement v/ould mean that: (1) necessary trio^^ifica- 
tions probably would be incorporated at the earliest possible tijne? ^d 
(2) the SEAs and school districts would better comprehand cUid aOc^Pt the 
intent of guidelines. 

Finally, advisory coiimittees for federal programs might ^ot^^ 
sense if the concept comes from the SEAs rather than from Congt^^s^ oJ^ the 
OE. The planning abilities and needs of the states vary. Thel^^fo^^ the 
use of advisory committees and the forms they take might bette^^ left to 
the states. Practically, whether one accepts this position or Hot* it is 
clear that the SEAs can choose to react minimally to mandated a<3vi^oJ^ 
committees. There was little respondent support for mandated ^<3viSo;ry groups. 

The SBAs 

Not all problems related to federal aid to education lie in V/^glaington. 
There is much that the SEAs can do to improve their planning p^^rf o^rtti^ce / 
even given the present federally-based constraints. One immediate ^C^iyxty 
that the SEAs might pursue, as noted above, would be to assess e^^nc^-tional 
needs in their states and set priority educational objectives 1p^sc<3 txpon 
these needs assessments. It is unlikely that the SEAs will imp^^oV^ -their 
planning for federally funded programs (orr for that matter, stxt^ j)j:Ogranis) 
until they accept this responsibility. Another important SEA ^ctivi-ty would 
be to improve relationships with the governors and the state le9i0X^i:>^es^ 
The governors and state legislatures are in a position to set po\xn^^^ies on 
SEA administrative practices. (Respondents viewed the governors ^v\^ state 
legislatures as constraints on SEA planning for federally funclr<^ p^o^"^^^^*) 
It would appear incumbent for SEA leaders to rark towards irapro^^cci^xiC of 
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relationships vith the governors and state legislatures. At the very leiast^ 
they could keep governors and legislators up-t:.%-date regarding SEA planning' 
activities and needs. Further,- they could a::cively seaJc out the governors 
and legislators to maJ^e potential supporters out of these state officers who 
cire most often highly critical of SSAs. 

The SEAS could also improve their rel?^1:ions v/ith the federal govemraent. 
Certainly they could increase their coinrnur. -nations with Congressn:::^^, relating 
SEA views about proposed new legislation a j amendments to on-gc^ng legisla- 
tion before they are passed by Congress, addition, by volunt-^ring to 
serve on OE regulation, cruideline and program reviev; committees ;:ie SEAs can 
help shape federal policies after a program is legislated- Results of the study 
indicate that SEAs could become involved ir. these activities more frequently. 

SEAS employ traditional environmental groups to help v;ith their planning 
needs, but they do not seem to make much use of management consultant^ firms 
for this purpose. In the instances where these firms have been retained, 
there is some evidence that they are highly useful to SEAS. These are 
organizations which specialize in the complex process of planning. SEAs 
should consider retaining them to improve planning activities. 

Overall planning directions cannot be set unless planning is pursued 
at the highest organizational levels in the SEAs. Responses to the survey 
indicate that high level planning in SEAs today is rare. Until there is 
commitment by the leaders of the SEAs to planning concepts and decisions are 
made to assure that planning activities are coordinated and monitored at 
this level, it cannot be e^rpected that individual programs will be effective. 
Planning must be pursued across the SEA if there are to be coherent, rational 
cind meaningful results. 

Finally, if the proposed modifications in Washington and e± the state 
level are to have any impact, the "message" must be transmitted to the 
school districts. Therefore, it is important to extend the ties now develop- 
ing between the SEAs and the school districts. For exaiaple, planiiing con- 
ferences between the SEAs and the school districts v/ere viewed favorably by 
the respondents, but there x^as a feeling that there v/ere not enough of these 
planning conferences. The SEAs seem to have found relevant means of relate 
mg to the school districts. What may now be required is that more SEA 
resources be harnessed to extend these activities. 

Federally funded programs present a vehicle v;hich challenges the SEAs 
to improve their overall planning performance. In some wnys they have met 
the challenge, developing planning procedures v;hich enhance thn potential 
for accomplishment of educational objectives. In other v;ay2 they have not 
adequately responded to the challenge. The SEAs have learned much in the 
process. VJhat is now required is the commitment and will to change. 
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